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Abstract: We study the Hilbert space of a system of n black holes with an inner product

induced by replica wormholes. This takes the form of a sum over permutations, which we inter-

pret in terms of a gauge symmetry. The resulting inner product is degenerate, with null states

lying in representations corresponding to Young diagrams with too many rows. We count the

remaining states in a large n limit, which is governed by an emergent collective Coulomb gas

description describing the shape of typical Young diagrams. This exhibits a third-order phase

transition when the null states become numerous. We find that the dimension of the black

hole Hilbert space accords with a microscopic interpretation of Bekenstein-Hawking entropy.
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1 Introduction

Perturbative quantum gravity has too many states. This puzzling fact underpins the black

hole information problem [1–5]. A näıve approach to counting states in gravity is to choose

some background spacetime and perturbatively quantise fluctuations of metric and matter

fields; the log of the number of states arising in this way (while remaining within the regime of

low-energy effective gravity and after accounting for constraints from diffeomorphism invari-

ance) defines a microcanonical ‘perturbative entropy’ Spert for the background in question.

On a black hole background Spert scales with the volume of the black hole interior, which

grows without bound as the black hole ages. This is in tension with the expected finite number

of internal states of a black hole, which follows from a conventional microscopic interpretation

of the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy SBH ∼
A

4GN
. For a sufficiently old black hole Spert ≫ SBH,

so perturbative quantum gravity supplies an excess of states.

One possible solution to this puzzle is that gravitational effective field theory is not

applicable for the interior of an old black hole, and so the states obtained in perturbation

theory cannot be trusted. But since spacetime curvatures remain small in the region where

we are applying the theory, there is no obvious reason why such a failure should occur.

An alternative is that the states obtained in perturbation theory are perfectly trustworthy,

but are not in fact independent. Instead, they form an enormously redundant overcomplete

set of states in the non-perturbative physical Hilbert space. This means that there are many

‘null states’: non-zero wavefunctions of perturbative states which have zero norm in the

complete non-perturbative Hilbert space. Such redundancies might arise from finely-tuned

non-perturbative corrections to the gravitational inner product.

More explicitly, let ∣i⟩ be an orthonormal basis for a Hilbert space of states Hpert in

gravitational perturbation theory (perhaps consisting of sufficiently small fluctuations around

some classical black hole background):

∣i⟩ ∈ Hpert, ⟨j∣i⟩ = δij , i, j = 1,2, . . . , eSpert . (1.1)

In the physical Hilbert space of the complete theory, the inner product receives corrections

from non-perturbative effects such as spacetimes with different topologies (wormholes). We

denote this physical inner product with double angle brackets ⟪⋅∣⋅⟫, writing

∣i⟫ ∈ Hphys, ⟪j∣i⟫ = ⟨j∣η∣i⟩ = ηji = δji +Rji , (1.2)

where η is a Hermitian positive semi-definite operator onHpert, with matrix elements ηji. This

matrix of inner products is close to the identity, in the sense that the corrections Rji = ηji−δji
to individual matrix elements are typically exponentially small. Nonetheless, such corrections

can have a significant effect, enormously reducing the dimension of the physical Hilbert space:

eSphys = dimHphys = rankη ≪ dimHpert = e
Spert . (1.3)

This can be true even if matrix elements Rji are typically only of order e−
1
2
Sphys , though

they must be finely tuned so that η is non-negative, but not of full rank. ‘Null states’
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∣N⟩ = ∑i ci∣i⟩ ∈ Hpert are perturbative states in the kernel of η: ∑i ηjici = 0, so that the

corresponding physical state has vanishing norm and hence must be identified with the zero

state: ∣N⟫ = ∑i ci∣i⟫ = 0 ∈ Hphys (a precise definition of null states and Hphys is in section 2.1).

The purpose of this paper is to explicitly realise this idea in a simple model of black

holes, where the relevant corrections arise from spacetime wormholes. In this model we give

an explicit expression for η, identify precisely which states are null, and count the remaining

physical states. Perhaps the most intriguing aspect is not the final result itself, but the

structure which appears along the way. The state counting requires solution of an emergent

Coulomb gas problem, arising from the representation theory of Young diagrams. This might

be interpreted as an emergent collective ‘superspace field theory’1 which appears in the regime

where null states become important.

While the model we study is rather simple, replica wormholes should contribute to the

inner product in essentially the same way for any theory of gravity, as explained in section

6.2. (The main simplification of our model is that we have enough control to know that these

are the only contributions, while we expect more realistic theories of gravity to have more

complicated additional terms.) We thus anticipate the structure we encounter to be indicative

of a universal mechanism underlying the counting of states in gravitational Hilbert spaces.

1.1 The Page curve vs state counting

Before diving in, we make some conceptual points to help interpret our results. The first is to

distinguish the notion of ‘state counting’ in this paper from other recent work which probes

the same physics, most prominently the gravitational calculation of the Page curve.

Here, we count states very directly: we identify the degrees of freedom defining the

states (using gravitational variables) and find the inner product η, before diagonalising η to

count the dimension of the physical Hilbert space. In particular, we identify precisely which

wavefunctions correspond to null states using a single non-random inner product.

In contrast, recent calculations of the Page curve and related work provide an indirect

probe of the number of states. For this, create an entangled (pure) state of a black hole

with a non-gravitational system, trace over the black hole, and compute the von Neumann

entropy SvN (or Rényi entropies Sn) of the resulting state. This is related to the number of

states eSphys since (assuming ordinary unitary quantum mechanics applies) it bounds the von

Neumann entropy, SvN ≤ Sphys. Such an entangled state arises naturally between a black hole

and its Hawking radiation as it evaporates, in which case the entropy of the radiation as a

function of time should follow the ‘Page curve’ [7] if the number of physical states is indeed

given by eSBH .

This Page curve can be recovered from gravitational effective field theory [8, 9] by using

the ‘quantum extremal surface formula’ [10] to compute SvN. This formula follows from

certain non-perturbative gravitational effects, namely the contribution of ‘replica worm-

1We mean Wheeler’s notion of superspace [6], namely the space of configurations of spatial geometry, not

to be confused with the unrelated supersymmetric notion.
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hole’ spacetimes to the calculation of the entropy [11, 12]. This provides strong quanti-

tative evidence that the state-counting interpretation of the Bekenstein-Hawking formula

(Sphys ∼ SBH =
A

4GN
) is correct, but does not directly describe a physical Hilbert space of

internal black hole states (such as constructing an inner product η or identifying explicit

wavefunctions of null states). Indeed, to interpret these results in terms of an inner product

of black hole interior states appears to require some notion of statistics, with an ensemble of

possible ηs chosen from some classical probability distribution; the wormholes compute the

statistics of this ensemble [11, 13–16].2

While the Page curve results require non-perturbative effects, they essentially involve only

a single wormhole configuration (or a family labelled by replica number).3 Our results require

much more than this, with null states appearing only after summing over an exponentially

large set of wormhole configurations. As such, the required effects are not even visible at

any order in an expansion in the exponentially small parameter e−S ; they are ‘doubly non-

perturbative’. This is similar to the physics required to resolve discreteness of the black hole

spectrum (such as the ‘plateau’ in the spectral form factor).

1.2 The Hilbert space of n black holes

At this point, the reader may be surprised (and perhaps skeptical) that it is possible to

explicitly identify null states in a black hole Hilbert space, since we would expect their wave-

functions to be extremely complicated and fine-tuned. We are able to do this because we

study models not of a single black hole, but of many black holes with a non-factorising inner

product. In this context, the null states can be more universal and less complicated. Here

we briefly recall the main ideas underlying such models and the connection to the ensembles

or randomness mentioned to above. We will not require any of the details in the remainder

of the paper except for interpretation of the results (primarily (1.7)).

The model we study describes the interior states of n separate black holes (either very

distantly separated, or perhaps in different universes entirely), each of which has p internal

states in perturbation theory around a particular background. So, the perturbative Hilbert

space can be written as the n-fold tensor product

Hpert = (C
p
)
⊗n (1.4)

with the canonical inner product on Cp, giving a pn-dimensional space or a total perturbative

entropy Spert = n log p. Each black hole will have a Bekenstein-Hawking entropy SBH = log q,

so in the full non-perturbative theory we would expect the dimension of the Hilbert space

describing all states of all n black holes to scale as qn (a total entropy Sphys ∼ nSBH = n log q).

2This would perhaps be more usually stated as an ensemble for the density matrix of Hawking radiation,

but these are essentially equivalent [17]. The perspective of directly computing statistics of inner products was

taken in [18].
3A slight exception to this occurs if one wants to describe the details very close to the Page transition,

where a larger set of wormholes should be included [11, 19].
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As in (1.2), the physical Hilbert space Hphys = H
(n) is described by a matrix of inner

products η(n) acting on Hpert. Ordinary local physics might lead one to expect that η(n)

should act independently on each black hole, respecting the tensor product factorisation in

(1.4) as η(n) = η(1) ⊗ ⋯ ⊗ η(1) so that the Hilbert space H(n) = H(1) ⊗ ⋯ ⊗ H(1) similarly

factorises. But a direct interpretation of spacetime wormholes violates this factorisation.

For an outside observer (e.g., for experiments performed on Hawking radiation) no ob-

servable violation of locality arises from this. Instead, the failure of factorisation can be

accounted for by classical statistical correlations [13–15]. In the context of AdS/CFT this

outside perspective corresponds to the dual CFT, and gives rise to the idea of ‘ensemble dual-

ity’ made famous by the example of JT gravity [20]. This is the statistical perspective alluded

to in section 1.1. In terms of the Hilbert space, we have a weaker notion of factorisation:

H(n) decomposes into a direct sum of superselection sectors (labelled by some parameters α),

and the Hilbert space factorises within each sector:4

H
(n)
⊂⊕

α
Hα ⊗⋯⊗Hα
´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶

n

, (1.5)

which follows from a similar decomposition of η. Observables accessible asymptotically such

as the black hole Hamiltonian are superselected, meaning that they respect this decomposition

(being block diagonal in the α basis and factorising into the n components in each block).

This means that any distant experiments (on n sets of Hawking radiation, for example) will

be compatible with a factorising Hilbert space Hα ⊗ ⋯ ⊗ Hα for some fixed but randomly

determined α, and the asymptotic observer can use Hα to describe the internal states of any

single black hole.

The upshot is that the boundary (or asymptotic) interpretation of η(n) naturally takes

the form of an average:

⟪j1, . . . , jn∣i1, . . . , in⟫ = η
(n)
j1,...,jn;i1,...,in

= ⟨j1∣i1⟩⋯⟨jn∣in⟩, (1.6)

where ⟨j∣i⟩ denotes a random matrix of inner products and ⋯ is an expectation value in

some distribution. However, we are not forced to take this statistical or ensemble perspective,

and for physics deep in the bulk (such as the interior of black holes which we are trying to

describe) it is not even applicable as the relevant observables need not be superselected

(since the superselection arguments of [15] apply only to asymptotic operators). The correct

gravitational interpretation in a theory with spacetime wormholes is really the single inner

product on the left hand side, not an average.

The ensemble interpretation of η(n) is nevertheless useful to understand how the dimen-

sion of H(n) should behave. A microscopic interpretation of Bekenstein-Hawking entropy re-

quires that SBH counts the internal states as deduced by an outside observer. This means the

4We write ⊂ instead of = here because the full n-boundary Hilbert space describes closed ‘baby’ universes

in addition to the n black holes in H(n) [17]. Adding these baby universes changes the weighting of the state

between different α sectors, or the distribution for the random inner product on the right-hand-side of (1.6).
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ensemble interpretation is appropriate, and that SBH bounds log dimHα, the internal states of

any single black hole in a typical α-sector. We therefore expect log dimHα ∼min{Spert, SBH},

and the microscopic entropy for n black holes will be n times this. However, H(n) encom-

passes states from many different α-sectors so some of its entropy will be associated with

the determination of the random variables α. Nothwithstanding, we expect that this latter

contribution of the entropy will grow more slowly if we take the number n of black holes

to be very large. As a result, we consider the large n limit of the ‘entropy per black hole’
1
n log dimH(n),

S = lim
n→∞

1

n
log dimH(n) =min{Spert, SBH}. (1.7)

The second equality is our main result, matching this state-counting entropy in our model

with the expectation from the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy.

For further heuristic motivation, imagine that there is some finite number K of α-sectors

in the decomposition (1.5), and that each Hα has roughly the same dimension eS . Then the

log of the dimension of ⊕αH
⊗n
α (1.5) is logK + nS; we interpret the first term as a classical

entropy associated with uncertainty in α. However, our model has infinitely many α-sectors,

so this rough argument does not apply and it is not obvious that the result in (1.7) is necessary.

We nonetheless find that it holds.

1.3 Outline

In section 2, we define the Hilbert space and inner product we will be studying in the remainder

of the paper. We motivate this inner product from gravity, first as arising from a sum over

topologies and second from the perspective of a non-perturbative gauge symmetry.

With this inner product, in section 3 we identify the null states. To do this, we first

characterise the inner product in terms of representation theory, decomposing the perturbative

Hilbert space into sectors labelled by Young diagrams. The null states then have simple

description: they are sectors corresponding to Young diagrams with too many rows.

We then begin the task of counting the null states in section 4, introducing formulas for

the dimensions of representations corresponding to given Young diagrams. These formulas

have a physical interpretation in terms of the energy of a gas of particles with Coulombic

interactions, and the dimension of the physical Hilbert space can be written as a classical

statistical partition function of this Coulomb gas. By taking a continuum limit of this system,

we arrive at an emergent collective description of many universes.

Using this collective description, in section 5 we calculate the behaviour of the dimension

of the physical Hilbert space remaining after removing the null states. In particular, we

identify a third-order phase transition where the majority of states become null, and find the

large n limit given in (1.7).

We conclude in section 6 with a discussion of further details of the inner product, gen-

eralisations, and interpretation of the results in more realistic models of gravity. Appendices

contain details of JT gravity as an example of our inner product, more discussion of repre-

sentation theory, some calculations, and the connection to a famous mathematical problem.
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2 The model

In this section we introduce the Hilbert spaces H
(n)
p,q we are interested in. We will begin simply

with a mathematical definition, with the inner product defined by a sum over permutations

π ∈ Sym(n). We follow that with two (related) motivations for this definition from gravity, one

geometric and one algebraic. The first comes from a sum over topologies, each permutation

π labelling a different topology of spacetime. The second motivation comes from a non-

perturbative gravitational gauge symmetry, where Sym(n) forms part of the gauge group

and the sum over permutations projects onto gauge-invariant states.

2.1 The definition

We construct H
(n)
p,q beginning from (Cp)⊗n, the tensor product of n copies of a p-dimensional

vector space. We first equip Cp with a canonical inner product with orthonormal basis

{∣i⟩ ∶ i = 1,2, . . . , p}, so (Cp)⊗n inherits the inner product

⟨j1, . . . , jn∣i1, . . . , in⟩ = δi1j1⋯δinjn . (2.1)

We interpret this pn-dimensional space as a Hilbert space constructed from perturbative

gravity. We are interested in a Hilbert space which incorporates certain non-perturbative

effects, which uses the same underlying vector space (Cp)⊗n but a different inner product

denoted with double angle brackets ⟪⋅∣⋅⟫. We can write this ‘physical’ inner product as

⟪ψ′∣ψ⟫ = ⟨ψ′∣η(n)p,q ∣ψ⟩, (2.2)

where the matrix of inner products η
(n)
p,q is a Hermitian operator on (Cp)⊗n.

For this to define an inner product, we require that η
(n)
p,q is positive semi-definite. It will

be important for us to allow η
(n)
p,q to have a nontrivial kernel, so some nonzero states in (Cp)⊗n

will have zero physical norm; these are ‘null states’ ∣N⟩ (by definition). Given this, we should

interpret physical states as cosets in (Cp)⊗n, equivalence classes of states which differ by a

null state:

∣ψ⟫ = {∣ψ⟩ + ∣N⟩ ∶ ∣N⟩ ∈ kerη(n)p,q } ∈ H
(n)
p,q ≃ (C

p
)
⊗n
/kerη(n)p,q . (2.3)

Our main task will be to determine the dimension dimH
(n)
p,q , which is pn minus dimkerη

(n)
p,q ,

or equivalently the rank of η
(n)
p,q .

We define η
(n)
p,q in terms of permutation operators acting on (Cp)⊗n. There is a natural

unitary representation R of the symmetric group Sym(n) acting on (Cp)⊗n by permuting the

n factors:

R(π)∣i1, . . . , in⟩ = ∣iπ−1(1), . . . , iπ−1(n)⟩, π ∈ Sym(n). (2.4)

Our matrix of inner products is simply a weighted sum over these permutations, depending

on a parameter q:

η(n)p,q = ∑
π∈Sym(n)

q−∣π∣R(π). (2.5)
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The coefficients are written in terms of a function ∣π∣ of Sym(n), which measures the ‘size’

of a permutation. It is defined as n minus the number of cycles in π. The minimal size is

the identity 1 (a product of n trivial one-cycles) with ∣1∣ = 0, and the maximum is a cyclic

permutation like π = (12⋯n) for which ∣π∣ = n − 1. Alternatively, ∣π∣ is the minimal number

of terms required to write π as a product of transpositions. More explicitly we can also write

the inner product in terms of the basis states ∣i1, . . . , in⟫, as

⟪j1, . . . , jn∣i1, . . . , in⟫ = ∑
π∈Sym(n)

q−∣π∣δi1jπ(1)⋯δinjπ(n) . (2.6)

As stated in the introduction after (1.4), we will interpret q = eSBH as the exponential of

the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy. If SBH has some state-counting interpretation, it is natural

to take q to be a positive integer. This is in fact required for η
(n)
p,q to be positive semi-definite

for all n; see comments in section 6. This restriction will be further motivated in the following

subsections.

2.2 Motivation 1: a sum over topologies

Consider a simple two-dimensional model for a black hole, where the degrees of freedom in

the interior are modelled by the state of an end-of-the-world (EOW) brane [11]. We can take

this to be JT gravity as in [11] or the even simpler topological model introduced in [15] (only

the topologies will ultimately be important for us, not the details of the dynamics.). We

take an EOW brane to have a p-dimensional space of internal states with orthonormal basis

labelled by i = 1,2, . . . , p.

The spatial slice of a black hole is a line segment bounded by an asymptotic boundary

(asymptotically AdS, for example) and an EOW brane. The wavefunction of the internal

states of the EOW brane gives us a p-dimensional Hilbert space, so n such black holes have

a pn-dimensional Hilbert space of states spanned by ∣i1, . . . , in⟩ if we ignore topology change.

We would like to understand the effect of summing over spacetime topologies on the

inner product of the states of these n black holes. We can define pn states ∣i1, . . . , in⟫ non-

perturbatively through boundary conditions: we have n distinguishable asymptotic bound-

aries, each of which is required to meet an EOW brane with the specified label. For the inner

product ⟪j1, . . . , jn∣i1, . . . , in⟫ we glue two such states, to obtain n (oriented) line segments

of asymptotic boundary which begin and end at EOW branes with labels ir and jr respec-

tively, with r = 1, . . . , n. To calculate the inner product we sum over all topologies with such

boundary conditions.

The EOW branes are dynamical, which means that we sum over all their configurations

compatible with the boundary conditions. This means that we sum over the n! different

ways in which they connect the n asymptotic boundary segments. In a given topology, the

EOW brane beginning on boundary r can end on boundary π(r), where π ∈ Sym(n) is a

permutation of the n boundaries. This gives us a nonzero result only if the species match, so

ir = jπ(r) for all r = 1, . . . , n. The contribution of a fixed topology to ⟪j1, . . . , jn∣i1, . . . , in⟫ is

therefore proportional to a product of n Kronecker deltas, δi1jπ(1)⋯δinjπ(n) .
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⟪j1, . . . , j6∣i1, . . . , i6⟫ ⊃

 

EYE

 

EYE

 

EYE

i1 j1

i4j4

i2

j2

i6

j6

i3

j3

i5

j5

Figure 1: A contribution to the inner product (2.7) between EOW brane states for n = 6. The black

curves correspond to segments of (oriented) asymptotically AdS boundaries, which must begin and

end at EOW branes with specified species i, j. The blue dashed curves are EOW brane boundaries,

which are dynamical meaning that we sum over all ways in which they join the asymptotic boundaries.

The possibilities are labelled by a permutation π, in this case π = (14)(263)(5), and we get a nonzero

contribution to ⟪j1, . . . , j6∣i1, . . . , i6⟫ only when j1 = i4, i1 = j4 and so forth. We have pictured the

leading order topology for this π, which consists of three disconnected discs (one for each cycle); the

topological action weights this geometry by e3S0 , corresponding to χ = n − ∣π∣ = 3. Including more

complicated topologies with the same boundaries (along with the energy dynamics) only has the effect

of replacing eS0 with the integer q.

Once we have decided how to connect up the EOW branes by choosing π ∈ Sym(n), we

must fill in the remainder of the geometry. The boundary of the spacetime will consist of a

number of circles, each consisting of alternating asymptotic boundary segments and EOW

branes connected according to π. There is one such boundary for each disjoint cycle in π.

So using the notation ∣π∣ introduced above, the topology of spacetime will be a surface with

n − ∣π∣ boundaries.

The simplest such topology (which dominates since it has the smallest Euclidean action)

is a union of discs; an example is shown in figure 1. To compute the contribution of this

geometry, we start by using only the two-dimensional Einstein-Hilbert action, which is topo-

logical: the Euclidean action is −S0χ, where χ is the Euler characteristic of spacetime. For

a disc, we have χ = 1, so for our collection of discs we have action −S0(n − ∣π∣). Summing

over all permutations with this weighting gives us an inner product which includes topology

change:

⟪j1, . . . , jn∣i1, . . . , in⟫ = e
nS0 ∑

π∈Sym(n)
e−S0∣π∣δi1jπ(1)⋯δinjπ(n) . (2.7)

Up to the unimportant normalisation factor enS0 (which can be absorbed into the definition

of the states), this is precisely the inner product (2.6), with p given by the number of EOW

brane states and q = eS0 .

There are two things we have left out: the more detailed dynamics (the JT action in the

model of [11]) and more complicated topologies such as cylinders and higher genus surfaces.
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Typically, this will make the coefficients in (2.7) more complicated, and introduce dependence

on the temperature of each black hole. But there is a simple context in which we can include

these effects and recover (2.6), effectively replacing eS0 by a parameter q which is constrained

to be a positive integer. Specifically, we (1) choose ‘microcanonical’ boundary conditions

which constrain the energy of the states to lie in a narrow window, and (2) partially fix the

spectrum of the JT Hamiltonian by specifying that a fixed number of energy eigenvalues lie in

the chosen microcanonical window.5 In this case we arrive at the inner product (2.6) with q

giving the number of states in the chosen microcanonical window of energies. We explain this

and discuss the inner product with the fixed temperature ‘canonical’ boundary conditions in

appendix A. Similarly, in the topological model of [15] we recover (2.6) if we consider the

inner product of EOW brane states in a sector of fixed Z = q. For more realistic theories of

gravity, we expect a similar structure to appear from replica wormholes in fixed area states

[21, 22] (of which a general state is a superposition); see section 6.2.

In [11], the path integral we used to compute (2.7) was given a slightly different inter-

pretation in terms of an ensemble, as explained in section 1.2. Namely, it was interpreted

as giving the nth moments of a random inner product ⟨j∣i⟩ as in (1.6) (with the precise

probability distribution described in appendix A). This is appropriate from the perspective

of the boundary ‘dual’ (namely an ensemble of quantum mechanical theories with a random

Hamiltonian and random states ∣i⟩), but the interpretation of ⟪j1, . . . , jn∣i1, . . . , in⟫ as a single

definite inner product in the n-boundary Hilbert space is natural from the perspective of the

bulk theory of JT gravity.

2.3 Motivation 2: gauging of non-perturbative diffeomorphisms

We have seen how the inner product (2.6) arises from a ‘path integral’, summing over geome-

tries of spacetime. Here we will see an alternative ‘canonical’ derivation of the same inner

product, coming from gauging a symmetry. This perspective will also give us a new way to

write the inner product which will be technically useful later.

First we discuss this abstractly. Suppose we have a theory with finite group symmetry

G, with a unitary representation R acting on its Hilbert space Hkin: R is a homomorphism

mapping G to the unitaries U(Hkin). We would like to gauge this symmetry to obtain

a ‘physical’ Hilbert space Hphys from the ‘kinematic’ ungauged space Hkin. For this we

simply project onto G-invariant states of Hkin. One way to write the orthogonal projection

P onto this subspace is as a sum over the action of the group, P = 1
∣G∣ ∑g∈GR(g). Up to an

unimportant normalisation, this means that we can write the physical inner product ⟪⋅∣⋅⟫ in

terms of the kinematic inner product ⟨⋅∣⋅⟩ and the representation R of G, as

⟪ψ′∣ψ⟫ = ∑
g∈G
⟨ψ′∣R(g)∣ψ⟩. (2.8)

5In other words, we fix some data about ‘which member of the ensemble’ or which α-state we work in,

but only regarding the Hamiltonian, without saying anything about the wavefunctions of EOW brane states.

Without any such restriction, the dimension of Hilbert space for large n will be dominated by very rare α-states

in which the entropy fluctuates far from its semiclassical value.
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From this perspective, we think of a physical state ∣ψ⟫ ∈ Hphys as a coset inHkin under the

equivalences generated by R(g)∣ψ⟩ ∼ ∣ψ⟩ for all g ∈ G. This coset is a ‘gauge orbit’ of the state,

and R(g)∣ψ⟩ ∼ ∣ψ⟩ is a quantum gauge equivalence. Alternatively one might define Hphys by

‘gauge-fixing’, choosing a unique state in each coset such as the G-invariant P ∣ψ⟩; this is

equivalent (though subtleties may arise when considering instead a non-compact group).6

Now (2.8) is similar to the matrix of inner products in (2.5) with G = Sym(n), but

does not appear to allow for coefficients in the sum which depend on g. To explain where

these might come from, we generalise to a situation with some additional unknown degrees

of freedom: perhaps there are some short-distance modes that we have integrated out, for

example. If these additional degrees of freedom are charged under the symmetry G, they will

enter the physical inner product as g-dependent coefficients.

To make this more precise, suppose we have an extended kinematic Hilbert space which

splits as Hkin ⊗ H̃kin. Take a representation of G which similarly splits as a tensor product,

acting as R(g)⊗ R̃(g) for a pair of representations R, R̃ on Hkin, H̃kin respectively. We allow

ourselves to freely choose the state on Hkin, but ‘integrate out’ H̃kin by constraining ourselves

to a fixed (mixed) state ρ̃ on that factor.7 Now we define a physical Hilbert space by summing

over G as in (2.8), but tracing out the additional factor in the chosen state, resulting in an

inner product

⟪ψ′∣ψ⟫ = ∑
g∈G

T̃r (ρ̃ R̃(g)) ⟨ψ′∣R(g)∣ψ⟩. (2.9)

We can also write this compactly in terms of the matrix of inner products η on Hkin as

η = ∣G∣ T̃r (P ρ̃) , (2.10)

where P is the orthogonal projector onto G-invariant states of the product Hkin⊗H̃kin, and T̃r

is the partial trace over the second factor.8 In this form, the inner product is manifestly pos-

itive semi-definite (since P is a positive semi-definite operator). To see this, by diagonalising

ρ̃ = ∑pk∣k⟩⟨k∣ (with pk > 0) we write η as a sum of non-negative operators.

6Considering a Lie group G instead, these alternatives correspond to ‘co-invariants’ (equivalence classes of

states differing by the image of the Lie algebra) and ‘invariants’ (states annihilated by the Lie algebra). Under

BRST quantisation these arise at the ‘top’ and ‘bottom’ level of cohomology respectively (i.e., maximal and

minimal ghost number). There is a natural sesquilinear pairing between the invariants and co-invariants. The

projection P (or, generalising to non-compact G, a ‘group average’) is a ‘rigging’ map η from co-invariants to

invariants, which (along with the aforementioned pairing) defines an inner product on the co-invariants [23]

(an appendix of [24] contains a useful introduction to these ideas).
7We can also always ‘purify’ ρ̃ by including another additional factor on which G acts trivially, and choosing

a pure state which is entangled between H̃kin and.the extra factor. Then ρ̃ is the reduced density matrix of

that state on H̃kin.
8An inner product of this form, though with an integral over a non-compact Lie group, appears naturally

in recent considerations of de Sitter space [24]. In that case, we take Hkin to be the Hilbert space of QFT in

dS and H̃kin the Hilbert space describing a clock, with ρ̃ some fixed initial state of the clock (a clock reading

‘midnight’, say). Then, gauging the de Sitter isometries (which includes a Hamiltonian) by group averaging

in the presence of the clock induces an inner product on Hkin, with states ‘dressed’ to the clock.
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We can obtain our specific model (2.5) in this way by choosing the ‘hidden’ degrees

of freedom H̃kin = (Cq)⊗n to take the same form as Hkin = (Cp)⊗n with Sym(n) acting by

permutations of the n factors (both for R and R̃). Additionally, we take ρ̃ = 1
qn 1 to be the

maximally mixed state on this space. This gives us

T̃r (ρ̃ R̃(π)) = q−∣π∣ (H̃kin = (C
q
)
n, ρ̃ = 1

qn 1) . (2.11)

To see this, note that the trace T̃r (R̃(π)) involves a sum over a number of independent indices

equal to the number of cycles of π, each yielding a factor of q.

From this interpretation of the inner product (2.6), we are required to take q to be an

integer since it is the dimension of an auxiliary Hilbert space. Given this restriction, we

are also guaranteed that η
(n)
p,q is positive semi-definite from the general comments above.

Positivity is no longer guaranteed if we relax this to allow non-integral q, and in fact it can

fail (see section 6).

Finally, we should move beyond our abstract comments and discuss how such a gauging

can arise in gravity. A simple example of this is the ‘Polchinski-Strominger model’ [17,

25, 26] , in which Sym(n) appears as a subgroup of diffeomorphisms. For this model we

consider n black holes formed from collapse, which have partially evaporated. In perturbation

theory, we describe the interior state of each with some p-dimensional Hilbert space Cp; this

includes the state of matter which fell in to form the black hole as well as the state of

interior Hawking partners created as it evaporates. To compute the inner product on these

n black holes, we first allow them to evaporate completely, and assume that no remnant of

them remains in the ambient spacetime. In that case, the black hole interiors split off and

behave like closed universes (albeit with a small region close to evaporation that cannot be

described semi-classically). We are therefore left with an inner product over n sets of Hawking

radiation and n closed universes. But now there are diffeomorphisms of space which permute

these n closed universes: the usual rules of general relativity would instruct us to gauge

these diffeomorphisms (by a non-perturbative extension of the symmetry which imposes the

momentum constraints in perturbation theory). Equivalently, we treat the post-evaporation

black hole interiors as indistinguishable, with Bosonic statistics. The upshot is that we trace

over the radiation in a conventional way, but sum over permutations of the states of interest

as well as the late interior Hawking partners produced in the subsequent evaporation. The

result is

⟪j1, . . . , jn∣i1, . . . , in⟫ = ∑
π∈Sym(n)

⟨j1, . . . , jn∣R(π)∣i1, . . . , in⟩T̃r (ρ̃
⊗n R̃(π)) , (2.12)

where ρ̃ is the reduced density matrix of the late Hawking partners in each black hole, and

R and R̃ are the above representations which act by permuting factors. Taking a simple

model of Hawking radiation which is maximally entangled on a q-dimensional Hilbert space,

we recover precisely (2.6). The additional degrees of freedom H̃kin in this model are the late

Hawking interior partners; the suppression factors q−∣π∣ arise from their entanglement with

the exterior Hawking radiation.
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As argued in [17, 26], each permutation in this model comes from a simplified version of

a replica wormhole, in which the ‘island’ consists of the entire post-evaporation black hole

interior. In particular, it leads to a Page curve for the entropy in which log q is interpreted

as the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy of each black hole (though this model is not correct in

quantitative detail).

We would like to give a similar interpretation to the model described in section 2.2,

and for replica wormholes more generally. We can do this, but it requires some novelties to

interpret the gauge symmetry and the extra degrees of freedom H̃kin. For replica wormholes,

the permutations we sum over do not act on closed baby universes, but instead on a region

with a boundary (this boundary is typically a codimension two surface lying on the event

horizon) — an ‘island’. We can interpret these permutations as diffeomorphisms of space, but

diffeomorphisms with discontinuities (i.e. they act to permute replicas within the island, but

act trivially outside the island). So our gauge symmetry interpretation requires a somewhat

radical extension of general coordinate invariance to include such discontinuous changes of

coordinates. The extra degrees of freedom H̃kin in such cases can have two parts: matter

degrees of freedom on the island which are entangled with degrees of freedom outside (like

the interior Hawking partners), and some unknown modes close to the boundary of the island

at distances shorter than the cutoff for our theory of gravity. These modes contribute to

the suppression parameter q as a ‘matter entropy’ Smatter and an ‘area’ A
4GN

respectively,

combining into a ‘generalised entropy’ Sgen =
A

4GN
+ Smatter, so q ∼ exp(Sgen). See [26] for

further discussion of these ideas.

3 Null states and Young diagrams

Having defined the model of interest, our aim in the rest of the paper is to identify the null

states in H
(n)
p,q , and to count them (or equivalently to count the number of remaining physical

states). Null states are elements of (Cp)⊗n with zero norm, or in other words the kernel of

the matrix of inner products η
(n)
p,q . The dimension of the physical Hilbert space is then given

by the rank of this matrix, so we would like to calculate

d(n)p,q ∶= dimH
(n)
p,q = rankηp,q(λ). (3.1)

It is straightforward to characterise these null states with the help of a little representation

theory. The perturbative Hilbert space (Cp)⊗n is naturally a representation of two different

groups. First, the symmetric group Sym(n) acts by permuting the n factors. Second, the

unitary group U(p) acts as the same change of basis in each Cp factor. Furthermore, the

action of these two groups commutes. This tells us that (Cp)⊗n decomposes as a direct sum

of sectors, each of which is a tensor product of irreducible representations of the two groups.

The concrete statement of this decomposition is Schur-Weyl duality:

(Cp
)
⊗n
= ⊕

λ⊢n
V

Sym(n)
λ ⊗ V

U(p)
λ . (3.2)
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Here, V
Sym(n)
λ and V

U(p)
λ are vector spaces carrying irreducible representations of Sym(n)

and U(p) respectively. These are both labelled by partitions λ of n (denoted λ ⊢ n) into at

most p parts, or equivalently Young diagrams with n boxes and at most p rows.

More concretely, each Young diagram corresponds to a wavefunction ψi1i2⋯in in (Cp)⊗n

with specified symmetry properties: each box corresponds to one of the n indices, we sym-

metrise over indices with boxes in the same row, and we antisymmetrise over indices with

boxes in the same column. In particular, the restriction to at most p rows appears because

no nonzero wavefunction can be antisymmetric over more indices than the number of val-

ues each index can take. Sym(n) acts to permute wavefunctions with the same pattern of

(anti)symmetrisation, but with different sets of indices. We will not need to know much more

about Schur-Weyl duality except for the dimensions of the irreducible representations (given

in the next section); more details are doubtless contained in your favourite representation

theory textbook [27].

Using this description, our first main result gives a simple characterisation of the null

states: they are precisely those which fall into representations corresponding to Young dia-

grams with more than q rows.

Null states kerη(n)p,q : λ ⊢ n with more than q rows.

Physical states H(n)p,q : λ ⊢ n with at most q rows.
(3.3)

Null states correspond simply to wavefunctions which are antisymmetric over too many in-

dices.

We can explain this result from the description of the inner product given in 2.3, as

symmetrising over an extended Hilbert space (Cp)⊗n ⊗ (Cq)⊗n before tracing out the second

factor. The symmetrisation projects the extended Hilbert space onto its singlet sector under

Sym(n). This projection requires any irreducible representation of Sym(n) in (Cp)⊗n to be

paired with the same representation in (Cq)⊗n: the trivial representation only appears in the

tensor product of two irreps when they are dual, and all irreps of Sym(n) are real (equivalent

to their duals). This means that a Young diagram λ ⊢ n which is absent in the decomposition

of (Cq)⊗n is projected out in (Cp)⊗n by η
(n)
p,q , and becomes a null state. Hence, since the

Scur-Weyl decomposition of (Cq)⊗n contains only λ with at most q rows, this restriction is

inherited by the physical Hilbert space H
(n)
p,q .

We explain more details of this result in appendix B. Additionally, using the grand

orthogonality theorem and the expression (2.9) for the inner product we find an explicit

expression for the matrix of inner products η
(n)
p,q using the Schur-Weyl decomposition (3.2).

Since η
(n)
p,q commutes with the action of both U(n) and Sym(n), Schur’s lemma tells us that

it acts as a constant η
(n)
p,q (λ) in each sector of fixed λ; the constant is given in terms of

dimensions of representations by

η(n)p,q (λ) =
n!

qn
dimV

U(q)
λ

dimV
Sym(n)
λ

. (3.4)
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In particular, this constant is zero precisely when λ has more than q rows.

With this characterisation of the null states, we have a formula for the dimension (3.1)

of the physical Hilbert space H
(n)
p,q :

d(n)p,q = ∑
λ⊢n

#rows≤q

dimV
Sym(n)
λ dimV

U(p)
λ .

(3.5)

To understand how this quantity behaves, we need expressions for the dimensions of the irreps

appearing, which we turn to now.

4 Dimensions from a Coulomb gas

We have seen that counting physical states amounts to counting states which fall into certain

irreducible representations of U(p) and Sym(n). Fortunately, the dimensions of these repre-

sentations have expressions which are rather intuitive for a physicist; from this we will find

an emergent collective description of the Young diagrams which governs our state counting

problem in the most interesting regime of large n, p, q.

The main ideas we use originated [28, 29] in studies of a mathematical problem of random

permutations (described in 4.3 and appendix D). A problem more closely related to our state

counting was studied in [30], though our precise problem of interest seems to be new.9 The

exact formulation of these ideas that we use follows Okounkov [31].

4.1 Dimensions of irreducible representations

We first introduce a convenient set of variables (the ‘modified Frobenius coordinates’) to

identify a Young diagram λ with at most q rows. This parameterises each diagram with an

increasing sequence of q integers λi, defined by

λi = i − (length of ith row of λ) Ô⇒ λ1 < λ2 < ⋯ < λq ≤ q. (4.1)

This is increasing since each row is no longer than the row above it. If λ has r < q rows, we

simply take the length of an absent row to be zero, so λi = i for i > r. The total number of

boxes is given in terms of the sum over all λ, as

n = 1
2q(q + 1) −

q

∑
i=1
λi . (4.2)

The set of λi has a nice interpretation in terms of the geometry of the diagram λ, which

is revealed by rotating the diagram by 135°as shown in figure 2. The boundary of the Young

diagram is then given by a sequence of diagonal lines, with Ò at the end of a row and Ó at

the bottom of a column. The λi simply give the positions of the Ò segments in the sequence.

We can also notate this as a sequence of filled circles ● appearing at positions λi and empty

9The cited paper determined the typical shape of a Young diagram for a random state in (Cp)⊗n, but not
with the constraint on the number of rows.
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Figure 2: An illustration of the λi coordinates for a Young diagram introduced in (4.1). We look at

the example λ = (7,6,5,3,3) ⊢ 24:

λ = Ð→ λi = {−6,−4,−2,1,2,6,7, . . . , q}.

These λi can be interpreted by rotating the diagram 135° from the usual ‘English’ presentation to the

‘Russian’ presentation in the figure, so the edge of the diagram is a sequence of edges Ò (denoted by

‘particles’ ●) and Ó (denoted by ‘holes’ ○). The λi are the locations of the particles in this sequence.

The dimensions of representation of Sym(n) and U(p) corresponding to λ are determined by a Coulomb

gas Hamiltonian H for these particles.

circles ○ at all other positions i ≤ q. It will be helpful to think of these as ‘particles’ ● and

‘holes’ (or the absence of a particle) ○ which lie on a discrete lattice labelled by integers i ≤ q.

We then have a total of q particles which we can distribute over the lattice, and their ‘dipole

moment’ ∑i λi determines the number of boxes n.

The particle interpretation comes into its own once we give expressions for the dimensions

of representations in these variables. First the dimension of a representation of the symmetric

group is given by

dimV
Sym(n)
λ =

n!

∏
q
i=1 (q − λi)!

∏
1≤i<j≤q

(λj − λi). (4.3)

The final factor ∏(λj − λi) is the Vandermonde determinant of the λi. As may be familiar

from random matrix theory, this has a nice interpretation as the interaction potential of

a Coulomb gas. Specifically, we can write it as the exponential of minus −∑ log(λj − λi)

(summed over pairs), which is the interaction energy of particles located at positions λi with

a repulsive force proportional to the inverse of their separation. Similarly, we can interpret

the factor ∏
q
i=1 (q − λi)! as providing a potential V (λ) = log(q − λ)! for each particle.
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We have a similar expression for the dimension of a representation of U(p),

dimV
U(p)
λ =

1

∏
q
i=1 (p − i)!

q

∏
i=1

(p − λi)!

(q − λi)!
∏

1≤i<j≤q
(λj − λi), (4.4)

where we have assumed p ≥ q.10

Combining these, we can write the dimension of our Hilbert space in the form of a classical

statistical partition function for a Coulomb gas of q particles,

d(n)p,q = ∑
λ1<⋯<λq≤q

λ⊢n

e−H
n
p,q(λ) (4.5)

with ‘Hamiltonian’

Hn
p,q(λ) = −2 ∑

1≤i<j≤q
log(λj − λi) +

q

∑
i=1

V(λi) +H0, (4.6)

where the ‘potential’ V is given by

V(λ) = 2 log(q − λ)! − log(p − λ)! (4.7)

and the constant shift H0 is

H0 =

q

∑
i=1

log(p − i)! − logn! . (4.8)

The sum over λ is restricted to partitions of n, which means that the sum (4.5) runs only

over configurations satisfying the constraint (4.2) on the ‘dipole’ ∑i λi of the particles.

We emphasise that the Hamiltonian H is not related to the physical energy or time

evolution in our problem.

4.2 Continuum limit

Our interest lies mostly in the limit of large n, p, q. This has two effects on the system of

particles above. First, instead of discrete particles at integer locations we can approximate

them as a continuum with some density ρ. Second, the large parameter limit is effectively a

low temperature limit for our partition function 4.5, so the dimension will be dominated by

configurations close to the ‘ground state’ that minimises Hn
p,q(λ).

10This formula for dimensions of U(p) representations has a particularly simple interpretation in terms of

the particle energy which we can see by taking p = q. Then, the λ dependence comes from the Vandermonde,

so the dimension is computed by only the Coulomb interaction energy of p particles located on the lattice of

integers i ≤ p (with no external potential). This is measured relative to the λ-independent prefactor, which

simply subtracts the energy of the maximally energetic configuration (all particles maximally to the right,

λi = i) corresponding to the empty Young diagram (i.e., the trivial dimension one representation). The extra

factor for q < p accounts for the energy due to the q − p constrained particles with λi = i (q + 1 ≤ i ≤ p).

In particular, since the dimension depends only on the separation of the p particles, it is invariant under

translation: translating all particles to the left adds an extra column of height p to the diagram, which

corresponds to taking the tensor product with the one-dimensional determinant representation of U(p).
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The most interesting regime occurs when we take n → ∞ and with p, q of order
√
n. In

that case, the typical Young diagram will have O(
√
n) rows and columns, so the λi will also

scale as
√
n. With this in mind, we study a limit governed by a small positive parameter ϵ,

holding fixed the quantities

n̂ = ϵ2n, p̂ = ϵp, q̂ = ϵq (4.9)

while taking ϵ→ 0. We then define rescaled λi by

xi = ϵλi, (4.10)

and encode their values in a ‘density’ defined as

ρ(x) = ϵ∑
i

δ(x − xi). (4.11)

In the ϵ→ 0 limit, we can approximate the density ρ describing a typical Young diagram

by a continuous function on the region x < q̂. Importantly, the fact that λi are distinct

integers means that the density of particles cannot be arbitrarily large, with ρ bounded as

0 ≤ ρ(x) ≤ 1. (4.12)

We also have equality constraints on ρ coming from setting the number of λi to q and the

number of boxes to n, giving

∫ ρ(x)dx = q̂, (4.13)

∫ xρ(x)dx ∼ 1
2 q̂

2
− n̂, (4.14)

where the second equation is the limiting version of (4.2).

If we now take ϵ→ 0 while holding fixed p̂, q̂, n̂ and the function ρ, our dimension counting

Hamiltonian (4.6) grows as ϵ−2:

H(λ) ∼
1

ϵ2
Ĥ[ρ] − n log p . (4.15)

We have extracted the shift n log p = ϵ−2 log (p̂/ϵ) so that we recover the dimension pn of

(Cp)⊗n (with no constraint on the number of rows of λ) when Ĥ = 0, and otherwise Ĥ is

positive. The limiting energy functional Ĥ is

Ĥ[ρ] ∼ −∫ log ∣x1 − x2∣ρ(x1)ρ(x2)dx1dx2 + ∫ V̂(x)ρ(x)dx + Ĥ0, (4.16)

with the potential

V̂(x) = 2(q̂ − x)(log(q̂ − x) − 1) − (p̂ − x)(log(p̂ − x) − 1) (4.17)

and

Ĥ0 =
1
2 p̂

2 log p̂ − 1
2(p̂ − q̂)

2 log(p̂ − q̂) − 3
4 q̂(2p̂ − q̂) − n̂ log

n̂
p̂ + n̂ . (4.18)
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The first term in (4.16) (quadratic in ρ) comes from the double sum Coulomb interaction

term11, while the potential V̂ is a limit of V, with constant terms and linear terms in x

absorbed into Ĥ0 by making use of the constraints (4.13) and (4.14).

In the partition function (4.5), the scaling of H in this limit means that ϵ2 plays the role

of a temperature. The ϵ→ 0 limit is therefore a low-temperature limit in which the partition

function is dominated by the states of small energy. To count states, our task is therefore to

compute the minimum of Ĥ subject to the constraints. These constraints can be imposed by

adding Lagrange multipliers (or chemical potentials); these add terms to the potential which

are constant and linear in x. Explicitly, we minimise

Ĥ[ρ] + µ∫ xρ(x)dx + ν ∫ ρ(x)dx (4.19)

subject only to the inequality constraints 0 ≤ ρ(x) ≤ 1, and subsequently can determine µ,

ν in terms of n̂, q̂. The chemical potentials µ, ν also tell us how the minimum energy Ĥmin

depends on parameters: in particular we have

∂Ĥmin

∂n̂
= µ − log (

n̂

p̂
) , (4.20)

where the shift comes from the explicit n-dependence of Ĥ[ρ] through Ĥ0 in (4.18).

A nice physical picture for V̂ is a regulated potential from particles with maximal density

ρ = 1 in the region q̂ < x < p̂, and half-maximal density ρ = 1
2 in the region x > p̂: the actual

potential arising from these would diverge, but the divergences are constant and linear in x

so can be absorbed in the Lagrange multipliers µ, ν.

4.3 A simplifying limit

For black holes, in the most interesting and typical case there is a large discrepancy be-

tween the perturbative entropy and the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy, Spert − SBH ≫ 1. This

corresponds to the parameter regime p≫ q, which affords some simplifications.

If we take p → ∞ for a fixed partition λ, the dimension for the corresponding represen-

tation of U(p) is asymptotic to pn

n! times the dimension of the corresponding representation

of Sym(n), which can be seen from our formulas (4.4) and (4.3). From this, the number

of states dimV
Sym(n)
λ dimV

U(p)
λ falling into such representations approaches pn times the

‘Plancherel measure’ µn(λ) for Sym(n), a probability measure proportional to the square of

the dimensions of representations of Sym(n):

dimV
Sym(n)
λ dimV

U(p)
λ ∼ pnµn(λ), µn(λ) =

1

n!
(dimV

Sym(n)
λ )

2
. (4.21)

In this limit, our state counting exercise becomes closely connected to the venerable ‘longest

increasing subsequence’ problem in combinatorics, first studied by Ulam. We briefly explain

the connection in appendix D.

11Some care is required for the interaction term: the integral ϵ−2 ∫ log ∣x1−x2∣ρ(x1)ρ(x2)dx1dx2 differs from

the sum 2∑ log(λj − λi) by roughly q2 log ϵ.
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The Plancherel measure approximation is good for n ≪ pq. Once n is of order pq, the

typical length of rows of a Young diagram will become of order p, meaning that we will

have some (negative) λi of order p. In that regime, we can no longer approximate using the

Plancherel measure, though the problem will simplify for different reasons as we will see in

the next section.

5 State counting

We saw above that most states in our physical Hilbert space H
(n)
p,q lie in representations

described by Young diagrams close to a particular shape. The dominant shape is determined

by minimising the Coulomb gas Hamiltonian Ĥ[ρ] given in (4.16). This problem is solved by

standard methods [32] reviewed in appendix C. In this section we describe how the minimising

solution ρ and the dimension d
(n)
p,q behave as we vary the parameters. For ease of presentation

we focus on the most interesting case p ≫ q, with simplifications as outlined in section 4.3,

though full solutions where p and q are of the same order are obtained in appendix C.

For small n ≲ q2, the constraint on the number of rows is not saturated for the typical

Young diagram: the λ which maximises dimV
Sym(n)
λ dimV

U(p)
λ has r rows for some r < q.

While there are some null states for n > q, their number is exponentially small (relative to

the total dimension pn) until n is of order q2. In terms of the density ρ, this means that its

upper bound is saturated with ρ(x) = 1 for an interval r̂ < x < q̂, where r̂ = ϵr. Specifically,

for n≪ p2 and n ≤ q2

4 we have r̂ ∼ 2
√
n̂, and ρ is given by a simple inverse sine:

ρ(x) =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 x ≤ −2
√
n̂

1
2 +

1
π sin−1 ( x

2
√
n̂
) −2

√
n̂ < x < 2

√
n̂

1 x ≥ 2
√
n̂

(5.1)

This result is famous as the shape of the typical Young diagram chosen from the Plancherel

measure (4.21) [28, 29]. This density (along with a sketch of the corresponding Young dia-

gram) is shown as the blue curve in figure 3.

As we increase n, the region where ρ lies strictly between 0 and 1 broadens, and eventually

the bound on the number of rows will become relevant. At this point there is a phase transition

in the density ρ. For p ≫ q this occurs when n = q2

4 , after which the inverse sine solution

(5.1) is no longer admissible. For n > q2

4 (but still n ≪ pq so that we can use the Plancherel

approximation of section 4.3), the density ρ is supported on an interval [x−, x+], with

x± =
q̂

4
−
n̂

q̂
±

√

2n̂ + 1
2 q̂

2. (5.2)

The energy-minimising density in this interval becomes

ρ(x) =
1

π
sin−1 f∞(x) −

1

π
sin−1 fq̂(x), (5.3)
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x = q̂x = 0

(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 3: The equilibrium density ρ(x) for various values of n
q2

(taking p ≫ q), along with the

corresponding shapes of Young diagrams. The grey region x > q̂ is required to have maximum density

ρ = 1, corresponding to the upper bound q on the number of rows of the Young diagram. In case (a)

(in blue) we have the density described in (5.1) with n < q2

4
: the upper bound ρ(x) ≤ 1 is saturated

in the region
√
2n̂ < x < q̂, which means that the corresponding Young diagrams have fewer than q

rows and there are exponentially few null states. Increasing n, we pass through a phase transition to

a density shown in (b) (in yellow). There is a small gap of zero density to the right, which means that

the corresponding Young diagram has a flat bottom. As n increases, the density broadens and moves

to the left as shown in case (c) (green), so the length of the last row of the Young diagram increases.

Ultimately for n≫ q2, the density approaches a semicircle centred at x ∼ − n̂
q̂
.

where fX is the fractional linear (Möbius) map for which fX(x±) = ±1 and fX(X) = ∞ (an

explicit expression for fX is given in (C.19)). Note that if we take n̂ → q̂2

4 , this becomes

x± = q̂, and the density ρ(x) approaches (5.1). However, the qualitative behaviour at the

right edge x → x+ changes: for n̂ > q̂2

4 , ρ vanishes with a square-root edge ρ(x) ∝
√
x+ − x

as x → x+; for n̂ ≤
q̂2

4 , ρ instead has a similar square-root approach to its upper bound, with

ρ→ 1 as x→ 2
√
n̂. Plots of this density for various values of n

q2
are shown in yellow and green

in figure 3.

By computing the chemical potential µ for n̂ (which imposes the constraint on dipole

moment ∫ xρ(x)dx), we can determine how the minimal energy Ĥmin of our Coulomb gas

depends on n̂ in this regime using (4.20), finding

∂Ĥmin

∂n̂
= 2 log(

4n̂ + q̂2

4q̂
√
n̂
) . (5.4)
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This vanishes quadratically at the phase transition n̂ = q̂2

4 , where

Ĥmin ∼
4

3q̂4
(n̂ − q̂2

4 )
3
, (0 < n̂ − q̂2

4 ≪ q̂2). (5.5)

For n̂ < q̂2

4 we have Ĥmin = 0, so this cubic dependence indicates a third-order phase transition.

This is similar to two famous third-order phase transitions in two-dimensional large-N QCD,

the Gross-Witten-Wadia [33, 34] and Douglas-Kazakov [35] transitions, but differs qualita-

tively from both.12

By integrating (5.4) we can obtain a formula for the dimension d
(n)
p,q valid in the regime

1 ≪ q2

4 ≤ n ≪ pq. In particular, for n ≫ q2 we have a simple behaviour which we write in

terms of the ‘entropy per black hole’,

1

n
log d(n)p,q ∼ log(

pq2

n
) (q2 ≪ n≪ pq), (5.6)

up to an additive correction of order unity. This is much smaller than the perturbative

entropy Spert = log p, but still much larger than the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy SBH = log q

while n≪ pq.

To see what happens when n is of order pq or larger, we need to use a different approx-

imation. Fortunately, this is rather simple and intuitive. For large n̂, we require that the

dipole ∫ xρ(x)dx ∼ −n̂ becomes large and negative, with fixed total density ∫ ρ = q̂. This

requires our Coulomb gas blob to move leftwards, centred around x ∼ − n̂
q̂ . To achieve this,

we can simply tune our chemical potential µ so that V̂(x) + µx has a minimum at that value

of x, meaning that we choose µ ∼ −V̂′(− n̂
q̂ ). Then, if V̂′′(x) is sufficiently large the density

will be confined close to that minimum, with the width x+ − x− much smaller than n̂
q̂ .

It turns out that this is a good approximation for n ≫ q2 (any scaling with p allowed).

Furthermore, in that regime we can use a quadratic approximation for the potential V̂(x)+µx

near its minimum. As a result, the density ρ(x) approaches the famous Wigner semicircle

form, with width x+ − x− = 4
√

q̂

V̂′′
. And indeed, the expression (5.3) for ρ(x) obtained above

approaches a semicircle in the limit n ≫ q2. In this regime V̂′′(− n̂
q̂ ) is always of order q̂

n̂ , so

the width is of order
√
n̂ (in particular, much smaller than n̂

q̂ as required).

Using the formula µ ∼ −V̂′(− n̂
q̂ ) which fixes the minimum of the potential and (4.20), we

can immediately read off the n̂ dependence of the minimum energy:

∂Ĥmin

∂n̂
∼ log(

p̂n̂

q̂(n̂ + p̂q̂)
) . (5.7)

12The GWW transition concerns the density of eigenvalues of a unitary matrix, which live on a circle; the

density transitions from support on an interval to support on the whole circle. The DK transition concerns

Young diagrams corresponding to representations of a U(N) gauge group, arriving at a Coulomb gas in a

quadratic potential with an upper bound ρ ≤ 1 on the density; the transition is between a semicircle and a

configuration which saturates the upper bound on an interval. Both transitions involve the merging of two

square-root edges in ρ, while our transition involves a single such edge moving away from the ‘boundary’ x = q̂.
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1
n log d

(n)
p,q

n

log p

log q

q2

4
pq

(5.6)

(5.5)

(5.9)

Figure 4: The dimension of the physical Hilbert space in the form of the ‘entropy per black hole’
1
n
log d

(n)
p,q , plotted as a function of n. We have used logarithmic scales on both axes to show behaviour

as quantities change over many orders of magnitude. Various regimes are indicated with equation

numbers, pointing to the relevant discussion in the text. The dashed curve is log (pq
2

n
) as in (5.6),

governing the intermediate regime q2 ≪ n≪ pq.

For q2 ≪ n ≪ pq this agrees with (5.7). But more interesting is the crossover to the regime

n̂≫ p̂q̂, which gives us our final large-n limit of the entropy per black hole (a formula which

applies not only for p≫ q, but whenever p > q):

1

n
log d(n)p,q ∼ log q (n≫ pq, q < p). (5.8)

This means that the number of independent physical states is indeed governed for large n by

the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy SBH = log q.

By going to the next order in the large n expansion, we can see how quickly this asymp-

totic dimension is approached. The corrections are given by

1

n
log d(n)p,q ∼ log q − pq

logn

n
+⋯. (5.9)

The heuristic described below (1.7) is in this sense misleading, since the corrections in a

theory with a finite number of α-sectors would be of order 1
n , as opposed to the slightly larger

logn
n seen here. We do not have a particularly satsisfying interpretation for this correction.

Perhaps the additional logn could be related to the width of the α-state wavefunction as the

inner product of EOW brane states is ‘learned’ to higher accuracy with more copies of the

system.

The dependence of the dimension on n is plotted in figure 4.
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6 Discussion

6.1 Eigenvalues of the inner product

We have focussed on calculating the dimension of the physical Hilbert space, or the rank of

the inner product η. But this is not the only relevant information about the inner product:

we can also ask whether the norm of physical (non-null) states is dramatically altered relative

to the perturbative inner product, by looking at the distribution of non-zero eigenvalues of

η. (Since we can always an overall factor is not physically relevant, we should ask about the

relative size of different eigenvalues.) We might hope for the simplest possible answer, that η

is roughly proportional to the identity matrix on its image (so the inner product is roughly

a projection onto the physical states). In fact this does not happen: instead there is a small

number of states with very large eigenvalues relative to the typical size.

To study this, we look at the value η
(n)
p,q (λ) of the inner product acting on states in the

representation λ, given in (3.4) (derived in appendix B). Using expressions (4.3), (4.4) for the

dimensions of representations, we can write this as

η(n)p,q (λ) =
1

qn
∏

q
i=1 (q − λi)!

∏
q
i=1 (q − i)!

. (6.1)

In terms of the Coulomb gas, we can think of this as an observable which is the exponential

of a function linear in the density ρ(x). It is quite sensitive to changes in the representation

λ: for example, even moving a single ‘particle’ a few sites will change η
(n)
p,q (λ) by a factor of

q to some power.

As an example to get some handle on this quantity, consider computing Tr(ηk). This is

a Coulomb gas k-point function, obtained by inserting (η
(n)
p,q (λ))

k in the ‘partition function’

(4.5) before summing over λ weighted by the ‘Boltzmann factors’ coming from the dimensions

of the corresponding representations. If the eigenvalues had a narrow distribution in which

very large eigenvalues are rare, this would behave as dim(Hphys)
1−k(Trη)k. In terms of the

Coulomb gas, the correlation functions would be dominated by the value in the ground state.

This means that η is close to a multiple of a projector in an appropriate norm (e.g., Frobienius

norm for k = 2). But this is not the case: instead, these insertions ‘backreact’, altering which

λ dominate the sum.

We can see this because the insertions take the same form as the dimensions appearing

in the original ‘Hamiltonian’. Specifically, ηk adds an additional potential term to (4.17),

δV̂ = −k(q̂ − x)(log(q̂ − x) − 1). This altered potential changes the energy-minimising λ. For

example, if we look at the regime of n ≫ pq (5.8), the second derivative of the modified

potential is (1 − k) q̂n̂ . This gives a stable minimum only for k < 1! In this regime, the

calculation is dominated by a semicircle of width 4
√

n̂
1−k . For k ≥ 1, the continuum limit is

no longer applicable and (Trη)k appears to be dominated by Young diagrams with one very

long row, having very few states but very large eigenvalue η
(n)
p,q (λ).

It would be interesting to understand if this property of η has any important consequences.

For asymptotic observers this certainly does not make an impact, since in that case we can
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always use the ‘ensemble’ language of a random factorizing inner product. But it may be

significant for physics in the black hole interior.

6.2 Connection to more realistic models of gravity

One might worry that the model studied here is too simple to take lessons which generalise to

more realistic theories (e.g., Einstein gravity in four spacetime dimensions). On the contrary,

we argue here that our inner product captures a universal feature present in any theory of

gravity in which replica wormholes are present.

The connection is sharpest if we work in ‘fixed area states’ [21, 22]. For these states we

choose a codimension two surface Σ in a background spacetime, and specify that the area of

this surface has very small fluctuations (i.e., the wavefunction is sharply peaked in directions

corresponding to changes in area). In the discussion of JT gravity in section 2.2, this was

achieved by specifying a narrow microcanonical window of energies. If we compute a quantity

involving n copies of such a state, replica wormholes formed by an n-fold branched cover of

the original spacetime give a stationary action configuration. The branching occurs at Σ,

and is labelled by a permutation π of the n replicas. The resulting spacetime has conical

singularities at Σ, but still solves the equations of motion due to the constraint on the area.

The classical action is suppressed by a factor exp(−∣π∣
Area(Σ)
4GN

), and the branching means that

quantum fields on the interior of Σ are permuted by π. Thus, summing over π results in

precisely the structure of our inner product (2.6).

By using fixed are states we are not allowing quantum fluctuations of the area: a general

state is a superposition of fixed area states of different areas. Fortunately, we can incorporate

this in a simple way using the expression for the inner product (2.10) as a partial trace

over auxiliary degrees of freedom. We concentrated on the case in which the state ρ̃ in this

auxiliary Hilbert space is maximally mixed, a choice which corresponds to a fixed area state.

Fluctuations in area simply correspond to allowing a more general state. This parallels the

idea that fixed area states correspond to a ‘flat entanglement spectrum’ [22]. Ultimately, this

does not make any difference to the dimension of the physical Hilbert space. For this, it

matters only which representations are present in the support of ρ̃, which is not sensitive to

the details of the state.

As a concrete example, in JT gravity we can consider any window of energies as long as

it contains a finite number q of states. We can take the auxiliary space H̃kin to be spanned

by (n copies of) these q energy eigenstates. The density matrix ρ̃ is then a function of these

energies given explicitly in appendix A, which also depends on the ‘temperature’ we take

for our EOW brane states. This ρ̃ is maximally mixed only in the approximation that the

energies are all very similar. The inner product will become a more complicated sum over

permutations π weighted by a class function of π, but its rank is unchanged.

While our model is thus present in more general theories of gravity, it is not the full

answer since the structure of our inner product includes only a simple class of topologies. It

would certainly be interesting to understand the effects of more complicated spacetimes, in
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particular from wormholes connecting different locations in a single spacetime (so that we are

not forced to consider replicas).

6.3 Unoriented and fermionic universes

Our model for the inner product was obtained from sums over oriented spacetimes. A natural

modification allows unoriented spacetimes (gauging orientation-reversing diffeomorphisms as

well as orientation preserving). From the boundary point of view, this corresponds to a dual

theory with time-reversal symmetry. The main consequence for the inner product is that

we lose the distinction between the i and j indices labelling ‘bra’ and ‘ket’. In the context

of EOW branes, an orientation of the brane forces an i index to contract with a j index,

but gauging orientation removes that restriction. For example, ⟪j1j2∣i1i2⟫ will contain a

term proportional to δj1j2δi1i2 . For an unoriented theory, we expect the role of the unitary

groups in enumerating representations to be replaced by orthogonal (or symplectic) groups.

It would be an interesting exercise to work out the details. Similarly, there may be interesting

supersymmetric analogues (corresponding to the classification of [36]).

Another simple modification of the model replaces ‘bosonic’ statistics with ‘fermionic’,

meaning that we include signs (−1)∣π∣ according to whether the permutation is even or odd.

This amounts to replacing q in the definition (2.6) with its negative, −q. We do not know

of a particularly strong physical motivation for this, but it is nonetheless an interesting

mathematical exercise to see what consequences follow.

From the representation theory perspective we can account for this by altering the aux-

iliary Hilbert space representation R̃, taking a tensor product with the one-dimensional sign

representation of Sym(n). This has the effect of reflecting the corresponding Young diagram,

swapping rows with columns. The upshot is that the state counting formula (3.5) is changed

only by the constraint on λ: we take Young diagrams with at most q columns (instead of

rows). From the Coulomb gas perspective, instead of the constraint of maximal filling ρ(x) = 1

for x > q̂, we exclude any density (ρ(x) = 0) for x < −q̂. The main qualitative difference to

the result is that for n > pq there are no representations with nonzero norm, since U(p)

representations correspond to diagrams with at most p rows: η = 0 and all states are null.

6.4 Quantisation of q

Throughout, we took the parameter q to be an integer. But from the gravitational argument

of section 2.2, it is not at all clear why we should make this restriction. And from the original

expression (2.6) for the inner product, it is not obvious that integer q should be preferred.

Nonetheless, integer q is required if we regard the inner product as resulting from a gauge

symmetry acting on additional degrees of freedom (as in section 2.3), since q is the dimension

of the auxiliary Hilbert space. Furthermore, we used this description to explain why η was

positive semidefinite. But in fact, q ∈ Z is necessary for this to hold: non-integral q leads to

negative norms for n > q + 1.

We can see this by looking at the expression (6.1) for the eigenvalues of η in a given

representation of Sym(n). From the original form of the inner product, this is guaranteed
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to be q−n times a polynomial of degree n in q, so we can continue to use our result (derived

for integer n) for any q. Null states correspond to zeroes of these polynomials, which are

always at integer q. If these are simple zeroes (or zeroes of any odd degree), then the norm

will become negative for the corresponding representation at some value of q. The first case

where this occurs is the completely antisymmetric representation (a single column of n boxes,

corresponding to λi = i − 1 for i ≤ n and λi = i otherwise), for which

η(n)p,q (λ) =
q(q − 1)⋯(q − n + 1)

qn
. (6.2)

This becomes negative for n > q+1, and in that range some representation always has negative

norm. The same negativity was seen in [15] from the perspective of the boundary ensemble:

the Wishart distribution of the matrix of inner products is a sensible probability distribution

with positive measure only for q > n − 1 (d > k − 1 in the notation of that paper).

An analogous quantisation result follows from a general set of axioms for a theory of

quantum gravity [37] (expanding on the framework of [15]). In particular, the argument uses

positivity of an antisymmetric wavefunction with exponentially many boundaries, generalising

the feature that the antisymmetric representation gives the first negative norm states (6.2).

The necessity of integer q makes a strong case that quantisation of area (or generalised

entropy) should be a general feature of gravity, and for the interpretation of the integer

exp( A
4GN
) as the dimension of a Hilbert space of short-distance degrees of freedom (as dis-

cussed at the end of section 2.3 and in [26]).
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A The JT inner product

In section 2.2, we explained how to obtain our inner product from a sum over topologies,

giving the concrete example of JT gravity. However, we only explained this at the level

of the leading disc topology, and with only the Euler characteristic as an action weighting

these configurations. Here we explain how to get the exact inner product, including higher

topologies and dynamics of energy.

To do this, we simply skip straight to the answer as given in appendix D of [11], which

expresses EOW brane states (created with some Euclidean time evolution τ) in terms of

energy eigenstates with random wavefunctions:

∣ψi(τ)⟩ = ∑
a

2
1
2
−µΓ(µ − 1

2 + i
√
2Ea)e

−τEaCi,a∣Ea⟩. (A.1)

In the ensemble interpretation, Ea are the eigenvalues of a Hermitian random matrix, which

we take to be some fixed numbers (partially fixing the ensemble), while Ci,a are independent

complex Gaussians with unit variance.
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If we work in a narrow microcanonical window, we can regard all the energy factors as

being equal and absorb them in a normalisation of the wavefunctions. Having done that, our

inner product with n EOW brane states is

⟪j1, . . . jn∣i1, . . . , in⟫ = ∑
a1,...,an

C∗j1a1 . . .C
∗
jnan

Ci1a1 . . .Ci1a1 , (A.2)

where the overline indicates expectation value in the Gaussian measure for Cia. This is

computed by a sum over Wick contractions between Cia and C∗ja, which are labelled by

permutations π. This leaves n − ∣π∣ independent sums over labels a, so if they run over

q values (as happens if we project the EOW brane states onto a microcanonical window

containing q energy eigenstates), we obtain (2.6) up to a normalisation factor.

It is not necessary to simplify by ignoring the energy-dependent prefactors. We can

include them as explained in section 6.2 by modifying the state of the auxiliary degrees of

freedom, which in this case can be taken to be n copes of the q-dimensional Hilbert space

spanned by energy eigenstates ∣Ea⟩ in some range of energies. Corresponding to the factors

in (A.1), we get a density matrix

ρ̃ =
⎛

⎝

Γ(µ − 1
2 + i
√
2H)Γ(µ − 1

2 − i
√
2H)

2µ−1
e−βH

⎞

⎠

⊗n

. (A.3)

B Representation theory of the inner product

Here we expand upon some of the discussion in sections 2.3 and 3, including a more general

inner product as well as various technical details and calculations.

As described in 2.3, we are interested in an inner product obtained from a pair of vector

spaces H and H̃ (in this appendix dropping the kin subscripts), which furnish unitary repre-

sentations R, R̃ of a group G. It is straightforward to allow any compact G, but we will here

restrict to finite groups to simplify notation. We are interested in an inner product of the

form (2.9),

η = ∑
g∈G

T̃r (ρ̃ R̃(g))R(g) = ∣G∣ T̃r (P ρ̃) . (B.1)

We will take the state ρ̃ on H̃ to be G-invariant, meaning that it commutes with R̃(g) for all

elements g ∈ G of the group.

For the case where ρ̃ is the maximally mixed state, we can write this in terms of the

characters χ̃ of the representation R̃:

η =
1

dim H̃
∑
g∈G

χ̃(g)R(g) . (B.2)

More generally, the coefficients of R(g) will be class functions of G, meaning that they depend

only on the conjugacy class of g (which follows from G-invariance of the state). The characters

of irreducible representations form a basis of class functions.
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To understand η, as in section 3 we decompose H and H̃ into irreducible representations

of G. We can write this dscomposition as

H =⊕
λ

Uλ ⊗ V
G
λ , H̃ =⊕

λ

Ũλ ⊗ V
G
λ , (B.3)

where the λ in the direct sums labels the inequivalent irreducible representations Rλ of G

acting on modules V G
λ . This means that the matrices of the representations are block diagonal,

given by

R(g) =⊕
λ

1Uλ
⊗Rλ(g), R̃(g) =⊕

λ

1Ũλ
⊗Rλ(g). (B.4)

The dimension of Uλ and Ũλ (which can be zero) give the number of times that λ appears in

the decomposition of V and Ṽ respectively into irreducible representations. In the text, Uλ

and Ũλ happen to also be irreducible representations of U(p) and U(q), but we only use that

fact to give us formulas for their dimensions.

Now, since the state ρ̃ is G-invariant, by Schur’s lemma it is block diagonal in the decom-

position (B.3) of Ṽ , and is proportional to the identity in each V G
λ . That means that we can

characterise ρ̃ by a probability µ(λ) > 0 for each irrep and a corresponding density matrix ρ̃λ
on Uλ:

ρ̃ =⊕
λ

µ(λ)

dimV G
λ

ρ̃λ ⊗ 1λ, (B.5)

where 1λ is the identity in V G
λ . We define µ(λ) to properly normalise the states as Tr(ρ̃λ) = 1.

For example, taking the maximally mixed state ρ̃ = 1
dim H̃1H̃ each ρ̃λ =

1
dim Ũλ

1Ũλ
is also

maximally mixed and µ(λ) =
dim Ũλ dimV G

λ

dim H̃ . Normalisation of ρ̃ gives us ∑λ µ(λ) = 1 in all

cases.

Using this decomposition into irreps, we can write the coefficients in the expression (B.1)

for η in terms of characters χλ of irreps. Since Tr(ρ̃λ) = 1 (by absorbing the normalisation

into µ(λ)), we have

T̃r (ρ̃ R̃(g)) = ∑
λ

µ(λ)

dimV G
λ

χλ(g). (B.6)

Putting this together with the decomposition of V gives us

η =⊕
λ

1Uλ
⊗
⎛

⎝
∑
g∈G

Rλ(g)∑
λ′

µ(λ′)

dimV G
λ′
χλ′(g)

⎞

⎠
. (B.7)

With this expression we can evaluate the sum over group elements g using Schur orthog-

onality, a standard result from representation theory. This states that for a finite (or more

generally compact) group G, the matrix elements of unitary irreducible representations form

an orthogonal basis of functions on G, under the inner product defined by averaging over

group elements. In equations, if (Rλ(g))mn are the matrix elements of the representation V G
λ

(with m,n = 1, . . . ,dimV G
λ ), we have

1

∣G∣
∑
g

(Rλ(g))mn (Rλ′(g))m′n′ =
1

dimV G
λ

δλλ′δmm′δnn′ , (B.8)
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which applies in any basis for the representations in which all the Rλ(g) are unitary. We

need a result with a sum over characters, obtained by setting m′ = n′ and summing over their

values:
1

∣G∣
∑
g

Rλ(g)χλ′(g) =
δλλ′

dimV G
λ

1V G
λ
. (B.9)

This is almost precisely the sum over G appearing in (B.7). The only difference is the

complex conjugate of the character, which we can absorb into the label λ′ for the represen-

tation (swapping each irrep λ′ with its conjugate representation λ̄′). The orthogonality picks

out the term λ′ = λ̄ in the sum (B.7), giving us

η =⊕
λ

µ(λ̄)
∣G∣

(dimV G
λ )

2
1Uλ
⊗ 1V G

λ
. (B.10)

For the special case of a maximally mixed state ρ̃, this gives us

η =
∣G∣

dim H̃
⊕
λ

dim Ũλ

dimV G
λ

1Uλ
⊗ 1V G

λ
. (B.11)

This gives (3.4) in the main text. From these expressions, a few properties are manifest. First,

η is positive semi-definite. Second, the kernel of η corresponds to terms with µ(λ̄) = 0 (and

dimUλ > 0 so such states appear in H in the first place). That is, the null states are precisely

those in a representation λ whose dual λ̄ does not appear in the decomposition (B.5) of ρ̃

into irreps. For the maximally mixed state, this happens when dim Ũλ is zero (while dimUλ

is nonzero).

For a nice special case we can choose H̃ to be the regular representation of G and ρ̃

maximally mixed. Then µ(λ) becomes the Plancherel measure µ(λ) =
(dimV G

λ )
2

∣G∣ , and η is

simply the identity.

In particular, from this result we can get the rank of η, which is the dimension of the

physical Hilbert space. For this, H̃ and ρ̃ are relevant only for identifying which λ are absent

(with µ(λ) = 0), and we have

rankη = ∑
λ

µ(λ)≠0

dimUλ dimV G
λ . (B.12)

In the case studied in the text, this is the main result (3.5) of section 3 giving the dimension

in terms of sums over Young diagrams with a bounded number of rows.

C Coulomb gas calculations

C.1 Minimising a Coulomb gas energy

We would like to solve the problem of minimising a Coulomb gas Hamiltonian (4.16) subject

to inequality constraints (4.12) and equality constraints (4.13) and (4.14). This is amenable

to some standard methods [20, 32].
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First, we are guaranteed a unique local minimum because the Hamiltonian Ĥ is quadratic

in ρ with a positive-definite quadratic term, and the constraints (both equalities and inequal-

ities) are linear in ρ. To see that the Coulomb interaction term is a positive quadratic form,

express it in terms of the Fourier transform ρ̂(k) = ∫ dxe
ikxρ(x):

−∫ log ∣x1 − x2∣δρ(x1)δρ(x2)dx1dx2 = ∫
∣δρ̂(k)∣2

2∣k∣
dk. (C.1)

This integral converges for variations δρ which solve the constraints (4.13) and (4.14), since

in Fourier space they become δρ̂(0) = δρ̂′(0) = 0 (and since ρ(x) is compactly supported, ρ̂(k)

is smooth).

To find the minimum we vary the density, and the corresponding variation of the energy

is given by an effective potential Veff(x):

δĤ = ∫ Veff(x)δρ(x)dx

Veff(x) = V̂(x) − 2∫ log ∣x − y∣ρ(y)dy + ν + µx,
(C.2)

where ν and µ are Lagrange multipliers which impose the constraints (4.13) and (4.14) re-

spectively. To be at the minimum, we need Veff(x) = 0 in regions where inequalities are not

saturated (0 < ρ(x) < 1), Veff(x) > 0 in regions where ρ(x) = 0, and Veff(x) < 0 where ρ(x) = 1.

In regions where inequalities are not saturated, we get the natural condition that the

‘force’ on the particles −V′eff(x) vanishes (and this also eliminates dependence on the Lagrange

multiplier ν). This gives us

2P ∫
ρ(y)

x − y
dy = V̂′(x) + µ, (C.3)

where P ∫ is the Cauchy principal value integral. For an algorithmic approach to construct

the solution ρ from V̂, it’s helpful to express this relation in terms of the resolvent R(z),

defined by

R(z) = ∫
ρ(x)

z − x
dx (C.4)

for z ∈ C − suppρ, where suppρ is the support of ρ (the region of the real line where ρ ≠ 0).

This is analytic away from suppρ, and ρ is determined by its discontinuity:

ρ(x) = −
1

2πi
(R(x + iϵ) −R(x − iϵ)). (C.5)

On the other hand, the principal value integral appearing in the equilibrium relation (C.3) is

given by the average of the resolvent on the two sides of the cut, so we find

V̂′(x) + µ = R(x + iϵ) +R(x − iϵ). (C.6)

Now we can compute the resolvent R(z) using a trick [32]. This first requires us to

assume that ρ is nonzero on a single interval [x−, x+], and that ρ never saturates its upper

bound. We can check consistency a posteriori (since there is a unique local minimum). These
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assumptions will in fact always hold in the interesting regime that q̂ is small enough for the

constraint on the number of rows to be important. These assumptions ensure that R′(z) is

analytic on C− [x−, x+], and that (C.6) holds for x ∈ [x−, x+]. Using these properties, we can

write

R(z) = ∮
z

dw

2πi

R(w)

w − z

¿
Á
ÁÀ (z − x−)(z − x+)

(w − x−)(w − x+)
(C.7)

= −∮
C

dw

2πi

R(w)

w − z

¿
Á
ÁÀ (z − x−)(z − x+)

(w − x−)(w − x+)
(C.8)

= ∫

x+

x−

V̂′(x) + µ

2π(z − x)

¿
Á
ÁÀ(z − x−)(z − x+)

(x − x−)(x+ − x)
dx . (C.9)

For the first line we take a small contour where w encircles z, which in the second line

is deformed to the contour C encircling the interval [x−, x+], using the fact that R′(w) is

analytic away from the interval and decays like 1
w2 as w → ∞ (see (C.10)). In the third line

we use the fact that
√
(w − x−)(w − x+) takes opposite signs above and below the interval,

so when they are combined we get the sum of R′ on either side of the cut, which we replace

with V′′ using (C.6).

The integral (C.9) does not quite determine R, since it depends on three unknown free

parameters: then chemical potential µ, and the endpoints x± of the interval. We can fix these

using the large z expansion of the resolvent, which is the multipole expansion of ρ determined

by writing the denominator of (C.4) as a geometric series:

R(z) ∼ z−1∫ ρ(x)dx + z−2∫ xρ(x)dx +⋯

= q̂z−1 + (12 q̂
2
− n̂) z−2 +⋯.

(C.10)

This gives us three equations (from the z0, z−1 and z−2 coefficients) for the three unknowns.

So after we’ve evaluated (C.9) to find R(z), we may use its expansion at large z to fix the

parameters.

In particular it is very straightforward to determine µ, since the µ-dependent term in

(C.9) evaluates to a constant µ
2 . Hence, we simply choose µ to cancel the constant term in

the large z expansion (C.10). It then remains only to determine x± from (C.10), and to check

a posteriori that our solution obeys the inequality constraints 0 ≤ ρ(x) ≤ 1.

C.2 Finding the density

We now implement the above strategy for our potential (4.17). We can write this as the sum

of two terms, each giving a logarithmic force:

V̂(x) = 2Vq̂(x) −Vp̂(x),

VX(x) = (X − x)(log(X − x) − 1) Ô⇒ −V
′
X(x) = log(X − x) .

(C.11)
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Hence, our main job is to calculate the contribution of such a potential to the resolvent from

the integral (C.9):

RX(z) = −∫
x+

x−

log(X − x)

2π(z − x)

¿
Á
ÁÀ(z − x−)(z − x+)

(x − x−)(x+ − x)
dx. (C.12)

This will give us

R(z) = 2Rq̂(x) −Rp̂(x) +
µ

2
. (C.13)

To evaluate this integral, first differentiate with respect toX. That removes the logarithm

and gives us something easier to integrate:

∂XRX(z) = −∫
x+

x−

1

2π(z − x)(X − x)

¿
Á
ÁÀ(z − x−)(z − x+)

(x − x−)(x+ − x)
dx

=
1

2

1

X − z

⎛
⎜
⎝

¿
Á
ÁÀ (z − x−)(z − x+)

(X − x−)(X − x+)
− 1
⎞
⎟
⎠
.

(C.14)

To compute RX(z) itself we need to integrate this with respect toX, and to fix the integration

constant we can match to the large X expansion

RX(z) ∼ −
1
2 logX +O(X

−1
) (X →∞). (C.15)

The result is

RX(z) =
1

2
log

⎛
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎝

1

X − z

√
z−x+
z−x− + 1

√
z−x+
z−x− − 1

√
(X−x−)(z−x+)
(X−x+)(z−x−) − 1

√
(X−x−)(z−x+)
(X−x+)(z−x−) + 1

⎞
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎠

. (C.16)

As required, this is analytic away from a branch cut running from z = x− to z = x+ (in

particular, despite appearances RX is perfectly analytic at z = X since a zero in the last

factor cancels the pole in the first).

From RX(z) we determine the corresponding density ρX(x) from the discontinuity across

the branch cut running between x− and x+, as in (C.5):

ρX(x) =
i

2π
log

⎛
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎝

1 + i
√

x+−x
x−x−

1 − i
√

x+−x
x−x−

1 − i

√
(X−x−)(x+−x)
(X−x+)(x−x−)

1 + i

√
(X−x−)(x+−x)
(X−x+)(z−x−)

⎞
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎠

. (C.17)

More simply, this can be written as

ρX(x) =
1

2π
sin−1 f∞(x) −

1

2π
sin−1 fX(x), (C.18)

where fX is the fractional linear (Möbius) map for which fX(x±) = ±1 and fX(X) = ∞:

fX(x) =
1

x+ − x−
(
2(X − x−)(X − x+)

X − x
+ x+ + x− − 2X) , f∞(x) =

2x − x− − x+
x+ − x−

. (C.19)
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With this we can write the solution for our potential by adding the contribution from the two

terms V(x) = 2Vq̂(x)−Vp̂(x) (the constant from the Lagrange multiplier µ does not contribute

to ρ):

ρ(x) = 2ρq̂(x) − ρp̂(x)

=
1

2π
sin−1 f∞(x) −

1

π
sin−1 fq̂(x) +

1

2π
sin−1 fp̂(x).

(C.20)

This gives us an admissible density function satisfying the inequality constraints 0 ≤ ρ(x) ≤ 1

for any values of parameters x− < x+ < q̂ < p̂. To see that ρ ≤ 1 we simply observe that sin−1

takes values between −π
2 and π

2 (and saturation can only occur for x = x+ when x+ = q̂). For

positivity, first note how this function behaves near the endpoints: it vanishes as a square

root (
√
x − x− or

√
x+ − x) with positive coefficient. So ρ(x) can only become negative if it

has at least three stationary points. But ρ′(x) = 0 requires that x solves a quadratic equation

in x, which has at most two solutions (and given endpoint behaviour, there must be exactly

one solution in the interval x− < x < x+).

However, our result for ρ(x) depends on the endpoints x± of the interval. Our next task

is therefore to understand these parameters in terms of p̂, q̂ and n̂.

C.3 Fixing the parameters

To determine x±, we use the constraints on the integrated density and its dipole moment.

These are conveniently determined from the large z expansion of the resolvent as in (C.10).

For RX(z) above, the coefficients in this expansion are given by

RX(z) ∼ R
(0)
X +R

(1)
X z−1 +R

(2)
X z−2 + . . .

R
(0)
X =

1

2
log
⎛
⎜
⎝

4

x+ − x−

√
X−x−
X−x+ − 1

√
X−x−
X−x+ + 1

⎞
⎟
⎠
,

R
(1)
X =

1

4
(2X − x− − x+) −

1

2

√
(X − x−)(X − x+),

R
(2)
X =

1

32
(8X2

− 3x2− − 2x−x+ − 3x
2
+) −

1

8
(2X + x− + x+)

√
(X − x−)(X − x+).

(C.21)

Our constraints therefore become

2R
(1)
q̂ −R

(1)
p̂ = q̂, (C.22)

2R
(2)
q̂ −R

(2)
p̂ = 1

2 q̂
2
− n̂ . (C.23)

The chemical potential µ (which gives the derivative of the minimal energy with respect to

n̂) is given by

µ = 2R
(0)
p̂ − 4R

(0)
q̂ . (C.24)

These are rather complicated non-linear equations so we do not attempt to give explicit

general solutions for x± in terms of q̂, p̂, n̂. We note only that there is nontrivial dependence on

just two of these parameters, since the problem has a symmetry under simultaneous rescaling

of x, p̂, q̂ and
√
n̂. In the text, we describe the solutions in various limits.
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D Connection to the longest increasing subsequence problem

Given a permutation π ∈ Sym(n), a subsequence i1 < i2 < . . . < ik is increasing if π(i1) <

π(i2) < . . . < π(ik). For any pi, let L(π) be the largest k for which a sequence exists, i.e. the

length of the longest increasing subsequence (an integer between 1 and n). If we select a

permutation π uniformly at random from Sym(n), what does the distribution of L(π) looks

like? This ‘longest increasing subsequence’ problem was first suggested by Ulam [38] as an

example of a problem amenable to Monte-Carlo methods in 1961.

It turns out that our dimension counting problem for large p (p ≫ q and p ≫
√
n) can

be restated in these terms. The proportion of physical states
d
(n)
p,q

pn is precisely equal to the

probability that L(π) ≤ q. And indeed, the first solution to the longest increasing sequence

problem is essentially equivalent to out Coulomb gas calculations [28, 29].

The connection passes through the Robinson-Schensted algorithm, which associates a

Young diagram λ with n boxes to any permutation π ∈ Sym(n). The number of different

permutations π leading to any given λ is precisely (dimV
Sym(n)
λ )2, so selecting a uniformly

random permutation leads to a Young diagram selected from the Plancherel measure. The

length of the longest increasing subsequence in π is given by the length of the first row of

λ, and the length of the longest decreasing subsequence is similarly the height of the first

column, or equivalently the number of rows of λ. For a review of the details and much more

see [39].
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